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Abstract
This article1 deals with understandings of change. It attempts to provide a 
framework for comprehending the hopes and assumptions concerning change 
that are implicit within global learning. The proposed framework of understanding 
draws on the theoretical perspectives of ‘world society’ (Luhmann) and ‘homo 
absconditus’ (Plessner), and therefore places the proposed framework regarding 
an understanding of change within the context of an understanding of cultural 
functionality.
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Introduction
We live in a world of fairly unmanageable social change, a world characterized by 
risk and insecurity. We have come to expect worldwide developments that create 
fundamental changes within the constitution of society. These changes do not lend 
themselves to easy assessment, judgement, or understanding. Information about 
the condition of the planet and the chance of joint survival – global South and North 
– are well known and widely reported, and are also dealt with within education.

The field of global learning, as I understand it (from a European, and specifically 
German perspective), has tried to offer opportunities for learning to deal with the 
challenges related to this change. I recognize that my own practical and theoretical 
foundations – and therefore those of this article – are deeply embedded in practices 
of global learning in Germany and Europe, and in understandings associated with 
the European ‘enlightenment’. I must also acknowledge that my own practice and 
theory of global learning have been formed following in-depth conversations with 
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colleagues from India. Having done field research in selected villages of Bangladesh 
and India (Lang-Wojtasik, 2001), I trust that my practice and theoretical perspectives 
have been equally, and humbly, informed by their wisdom. At the same time, my 
own philosophical traditions, based on the European enlightenment, and informed 
by critical theory, also hold within them possibilities for liberation (see, for example, 
Dussel, 1996).

To understand global learning in Europe I begin with the Maastricht declaration 
(O’Loughlin and Wegimont, 2002) – confirmed in The Hague 2012 (GENE, 2012) – 
which describes the field from a political and content perspective: 

Global Education is education that opens people’s eyes and minds to the realities of 
the world, and awakens them to bring about a world of greater justice, equity and 
human rights for all. Global Education is understood to encompass Development 
Education, Human Rights Education, Education for Sustainability, Education 
for Peace and Conflict Prevention and Intercultural Education; being the Global 
Dimensions of Education for Citizenship.

(O’Loughlin and Wegimont, 2002: 66)

This, like many other definitions of global education, contains within it assumptions 
about change. With most conceptualizations of global learning it is assumed, in a 
somewhat normative fashion, that education will lead to anticipated change. But 
the relationship between (fairly unmanageable) social change and the hoped-for 
change assumed in global learning may not be that simple. 

The article deals with two main questions: if much is known and if we are possibly 
heading towards disaster concerning the survival of humankind, what are we to do, 
what action are we to take? And how do we understand the possibilities education 
might provide in dealing with the anticipated and assumed change, especially in the 
horizon of global learning?

Moving from the macro to the micro level, we know about the difficulties in causal 
planning within teaching–learning processes, due to human rationality having a 
‘technology-deficit’ (Luhmann and Schorr, 1982) or due to our ‘non-disposability’ 
(Plessner, 1928/2003). Both terms describe the challenge due to missing causal links 
between human beings and the world (detailed below in the section on ‘Learning 
options, in a meta-theoretical framework’). If causal links between the intended 
planning and the ultimate learning are so difficult within the limited microcosm 
of the somewhat controlled teaching and learning environment, why should we 
assume such an easy causality in the even more complex forum of unmanageable 
social change?



World Society and the Human Being

International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 6(1) 2014 ■ 55

In this article I offer a descriptive meta-theoretical view on some of the main societal 
challenges. I refer to the theory of world society (Luhmann, 1971; 1997a; 1997b) and 
to a perspective from philosophical anthropology (Plessner, 1928/2003; 1969/2003), 
within the horizon of cultural functionality, in order to provide a theoretical frame. 
This, I propose, might provide a basis for viewing the assumptions and possibilities 
inherent in global learning for education and change. 

World society and human beings in relation to culture
Perhaps world society has already surpassed its ‘limits of growth’ (Meadows et 
al., 1972) and is supposed to face challenges, which need a sustainable revolution 
(Randers, 2012). If one examines some of the main challenges facing the planet 
(Datta and Lang-Wojtasik, 2013; Datta, 2013), it seems to be clear that something has 
to change if we are to pursue sustainability and international justice. But what is that 
something? If one looks at the need for radical change regarding climate policies, 
coupled with the seeming inability to deliver global political change in favour of 
climate justice, or the complex relationship between poverty and inequality, or the 
relationship between climate justice and food security, or the relationship between 
energy, security, and sustainability – in all of these areas and in many more, one sees 
both the challenge of change, and the uncertainty of possible outcomes. 

At the core of each challenge lies a relationship between the human being and 
world society. This relationship is complex, and is difficult to understand in all its 
complexity. In order to better understand that relationship, I suggest turning to the 
perspectives of social theory, anthropology, and educational theory.

I propose describing the specific relationship between human beings and the world 
systematically, in terms of its relevance for learning, and from four perspectives: 
spatial, factual, temporal, social – as meaning-dimensions in the tradition of Hegel, 
Husserl, and Luhmann. I apply this analysis, using these four perspectives, based 
on a theory of world society (Luhmann, 1997a; 1997b) as well as a philosophical 
anthropology (Plessner, 1928/2003). Both of these meta-theories can be seen as 
functional, although they come from different perspectives – Luhmann starting from 
society looking also to persons mainly as social and psychic systems and Plessner 
starting from the anthropological fact of human beings as a part of community and 
society. In my understanding, these theoretical perspectives offer opportunities to 
comprehend the links between world society and the person (Luhmann, 1971) and 
between the human being and the world (Plessner, 1928/2003).

World society and learning challenges
Ideas of world society, of globality, of globalization are of course not uncontested and 
carry within them assumptions regarding global power relations. In a contemporary, 
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post-colonial framework it is well-nigh impossible to start with any claim to truth 
that pretends to be universalist or universally applicable. Nevertheless, I start 
within the horizon of German philosophical traditions, and wish to refer here to the 
system-theoretical concept of world society (Luhmann, 1971; 1997a; 1997b). From 
this point of view (Luhmann, 1995; 1997a), ‘society’ today means world society as 
both a problem and a communication connection on a global level. Accompanied 
phenomena and connections can be seen as relevant for all persons, although the 
perception of these phenomena and the consequences associated with them vary 
according to different life-contexts (Scheunpflug, 2003a; 2003b; Treml, 2000; Lang-
Wojtasik, 2011). Applying the aforementioned fourfold analytical framework (and 
identifying spatial, factual, temporal, and social perspectives or dimensions), the 
following analysis emerges.

From a spatial perspective, according to Luhmann, we see the emergence of a 
delimitation of the nation-state as a reference-horizon. We also see the emergence 
of the phenomena of ‘glocalization’ (Robertson, 1998), which describes parallel and 
interlinked processes of global and local developments, beyond national limitations. 
This process is characterized by new network-structures (Castells, 1996; 1997). The 
unit of the nation-state as a frame of reference characterized by certainty is eroded. 
The exponential growth in the use of internet-based technologies, etc. suggests 
that an erosion of the distinction between concrete reality and virtual reality may 
also challenge the solidity of the reference horizon, i.e. that to which we might be 
expected to refer in determining if decisions are valid, legitimate, rational, and so on 
(Kammerl, 2012).

From a factual perspective, we see that the volume of information, the growth of 
information, and the interrelations between differing types of information seem 
to be overwhelming; the pattern of this growth seems to move from complexity to 
somewhere beyond complexity (Russell, 1992). 

Some examples will illustrate this point. We have a growing economic gap within 
and between nations. A globalized and rapidly changing world of work calls for 
alternative and flexible qualifications. We see environmental problems and know 
about the overconsumption of resources. Within world society many political and 
economic developments have causes and effects that lie beyond the nation-state, 
and provide challenging cases. It is clear that the global nature of such challenges 
is very much connected with questions of power relations. We witness conflict and 
war, where the role of multilateral institutions and processes are challenged by the 
unilateral positions of some countries.

Meanwhile, it seems to be more difficult to decide about the feasibility or success 
of particular individual, social, or political actions. This leads to the perception of 
contingency. Events can take a very different turn from that which was anticipated. 
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Knowing this and being aware of the many alternatives in the moment of decision-
making makes it difficult to legitimate one’s decision. This has significant 
consequences in terms of justice and sustainability as there are new and as yet 
untested criteria, horizons of understanding, and options for action. So what does 
this mean for solidarity in a globalized world?

From a temporal perspective, we perceive a ‘shrinking of time’ (UNDP, 1999: 1) 
concerning solutions for global challenges. Meanwhile, regular communication 
beyond time zones also tends to dissolve distinctions between nation-states and 
collapse the distances between people. News is presented virtually, and, while 
constant, seems to change at breathtaking speed. In consequence it becomes 
more and more difficult to be assured of its significance. Though time as such stays 
constant, it is normal to communicate beyond its limitations – for instance, when 
conversing with friends from Japan or India by phone or internet. 

At the same time we realize that in many parts of the world we can see an acceleration 
of social change – that is, changes of social structure within a specific time frame 
(Fuchs-Heinritz et al., 1995: 734) – and with this, an accompanying debate regarding 
the legitimation of values, issues, and interests. It seems sometimes as if anything 
is possible beyond any links to traditions of the past (and without openness to the 
‘modern’ future in the present). Changes of and within society have become faster 
than the change of a generation, according to this understanding (Scheunpflug, 2011: 
209f). This means that adults face difficulties in referring to inherited knowledge in 
debates with adolescents (Turkle, 2012). 

From a social perspective, we are confronted with a massive demand towards 
individualization, which started with the semantics of European enlightenment, with 
its focus on the individual as unique, with equality and liberty as a normative horizon 
for everyone (Luhmann, 2005: 233). This, of course, gives rise to the perception that 
everyone is responsible for their own success. But referring to this leads to plurality, 
which can be experienced in the growing heterogeneity of life concepts. At the 
same time, we can see universalized orientations within the world concerning, for 
example, fast food or supermarkets, which seem to move towards the promotion of 
standardized life contexts. In the end, the social perspective is very much confronted 
with the difference between haves and have-nots in terms of privileges and their role 
in society. 

This sketch of selected phenomena suggests some of the realities that surround 
people and with which they have to cope – whether they wish to or not. It should be 
made clear that against this background societal orientation and the ability to act 
have become difficult. 
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It is, therefore, no longer simple or straightforward to engage with the question: 
which norms and values should count and how do we know and agree? Or to engage 
with the related question that is at the heart of global learning: how can we educate 
and act to change the world towards greater justice and sustainability?

So, in conclusion, informed by Luhmann’s perspective, we might say this: people 
today live in a risky and insecure world, characterized by an abundance of variety. 
That leads to the perception of unmanageability, acceleration, and ambiguity. At the 
same time, most people wish to have security as a basis of reflective action – and that 
is not surprising from an anthropological viewpoint. So at the crux of our questions 
lie a series of paradoxes. These are connected with learning challenges in the lifelong 
horizon, appearing as paradoxes, and can also be considered along the lines of the 
aforementioned, fourfold analyses. These paradoxes are outlined below:

1.	 A spatial learning paradox: In view of delimitation and glocalization, it is 
necessary to offer options of reference in linking spatial relations (limitation) 
within local contexts and to connect these to spacelessness (openness) within 
global connections beyond the nation-state but within the context of a world 
society.

2.	 A learning paradox related to fact: In view of the complexity of information 
and the difficulty of legitimating decisions (that is, the experience of 
contingency), it is necessary to deal with the fact of a growing lack of knowledge 
and to develop knowledge against this background, considering possible 
effects and side-effects, to deal with the existing insecurity of decision.

3.	 A temporal learning paradox: In view of de-temporalization and the 
accelerated pace of social change, it is necessary to deal with the uncertainty 
of planning against a non-scheduled future. At the same time, while searching 
for certainty it is necessary to look critically at feasible strategies learned from 
the past to be used constructively in the present.

4.	 A social learning paradox: In view of growing individualization and the 
related pluralization of life concepts, including agreed multiple variations of 
values, it is necessary to appreciate equally both familiarity and strangeness 
and to develop a preparedness to deal with the underlying tension in a multi-
perspective fashion (Scheunpflug, 2003a; 2003b). I outline these analyses in 
tabular form below (Table 1).

Knowing about these learning challenges concerning world society, it is now 
necessary to turn to the people that we wish to teach, to those we wish to learn. A 
deeper understanding of human beings and learning is necessary before we can 
achieve clarity about the related possibilities and limitations. 
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Human beings and learning
Again I refer to a meta-theory embedded in the horizon of European enlightenment 
to think about the human being and his or her functional role concerning the world. 
This is the starting point of philosophical anthropology (Plessner, 1928/2003), 
referring to the Kantian question ‘What is the human being?’. Plessner – coming 
from a zoological, biological background – suggests that we should consider the 
human being as part of the whole given world. He differentiates between the three 
main creatures – plant, animal, and human – and asks about their specific position 
in relation to the world. In consequence, we learn that plants are characterized by 
an open position (open to inputs of world phenomena such as energy from the 
sun). Animals, on the other hand, are characterized by a centric position (open to 
interaction with world phenomena like other animals but mainly centred in and 
on themselves). Human beings, distinct from both plant and animal life, are, in this 
systematization, characterized by ‘eccentric position’ (exzentrische Positionalität) 
concerning their being in the world. 

What does Plessner mean by this ‘eccentric position’? For him, the human being is 
distinct in that it is able to know about possible interactions with others and to go 
out of itself, both cognitively and affectively, in order to reflect on its position within 
the world and with others. This is described as a difference between the inner-world 
(Innenwelt) of the physical body (Körper), as given biological phenomena, and the 
outer-world (Außenwelt) of the social body (Leib), as social phenomena with others 
(Mitwelt) (Plessner, 1928/2003: 366–75, 383–425), being a unity in itself – a unity of 
difference of body as a physical and social being. A human being knows about and 
possesses its being. At the same time, it is able to move out of itself, reflecting and 
distancing itself from itself. 

The human being in this understanding is characterized as homo absconditus 
(Plessner, 1969/2003) – a latent, hidden, profound fact and phenomenon – being 
non-disposable and non-determined concerning its own anthropological being. 
This understanding of what it means to be human provides possibilities of motivation 
to learn, change, and act, but it means also that the results, effects, or the success 
are unforeseeable. The homo absconditus is an inscrutable and unavailable creature 
being always confronted with various options of possibilities and imaginable futures 
that need continuous decisions. Drawing on Kantian philosophy, Plessner suggests 
defining this as the categorical conjunctive, describing the human being as placed 
and irreplaceable to deal self-reflexively with possible replaceability, compatibility, 
and equivalence (Plessner, 1968/2003: 339f). So a human being reflects on him or 
herself as a specific being but realizes that he or she is only one option of being 
among others.
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In a spatial perspective, a human being is characterized by eccentric position and 
a categorical conjunctive. The human being has a given physical body (possessing 
a physical body – Körperhaben) and is a developed social body (creating a social 
body – Leibsein), being always confronted with a range of given possibilities needing 
reflective decisions. These basic assumptions offer the framework to understand 
the human being against the suggested anthropological ‘basic rules’ as a priori 
observations and reflect on these by the selected meta-perspective of meaning-
dimensions. 

In my Stufen des Organischen und der Mensch [‘The levels of the organic and 
the human being’; GLW], which introduced the concept of eccentric position 
and substantiated it by a theory of organic categories, I summarized these 
necessary possibilities from a threefold point of view: from the standpoint of the 
natural artificial, the immediate-mediated, and the rooted-groundless. The basic 
anthropological laws of natural artificiality, mediated immediacy, and utopian 
standpoint thus mediate between the fundamental constitution of the eccentric 
position and the typical modes of human activity.

(Plessner, 1970: 39)

In a factual perspective, the human being is characterized by natural artificiality, 
which describes the necessity of creation and creativity (natürliche Künstlichkeit). 
The human being knows that its physical body is only one aspect of its existence 
and that the social body is something that has to be worked on with others in a long 
reflective process. The human being realizes that its existence needs continuous 
completion created as culture (creation/creativity of the social body) distinct from 
nature (given physical body). 

In a temporal perspective, the human being is characterized by a utopian standpoint 
as the location of reflection and action. As a person against its reflected difference 
of body as social being and body as physical being, he or she is able to create ideas 
and visions. These offer opportunities to move oneself to other time contexts and 
associated perspectives, though non-reachable and non-realizable. At the same 
time, this informs the human being about one’s perishableness at present concerning 
past and future. In consequence, the self-description of the human being in the 
world is associated within the horizon of the possibility of not being and also that of 
transcendence. 

In a social perspective, the human being is characterized by a mediated immediateness. 
He or she is limited to the difference of body as social being and body as physical 
being, describing what is given physically and developed socially (immanence). At 
the same time, he or she is able to use the ability of expression to cross the given 
limitations in an eccentric mode of self-reflection (expressivity). This is the possibility 



World Society and the Human Being

International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 6(1) 2014 ■ 61

we have of dealing with the social world of others. The human being is related to the 
world only indirectly through various ‘media’, being created issues (what) and being 
performed in a specific form (how). The most important and nearly uncontrollable 
forms of expression are laughing and crying, being in the first instance limitation-
reactions (Grenzreaktionen) of the physical body, but also having an impact on the 
social body in relation to others. Human beings in this understanding take masks as 
social roles; smiling is an example here of a controllable form of expression (Plessner 
1968/2003; 1928/2003: 383–425).

Linking these anthropological ‘basic rules’ to the description of learning challenges 
concerning change, we get the following picture: 

1.	 Dealing with the open closeness of the human being within the world means 
a limitation. As the given difference of physical and social body related 
to others, which can be observed by self-reflection (eccentric position), it 
also means appreciating the possibilities as given options (the ‘categorical 
conjunctive’ – which is not an imperative!).

2.	 The possible ability to transform information to knowledge by education 
requires dealing with the necessity of the human being to appreciate creativity 
in reciprocity with nature. This knowledge is, however, always less than the 
attendant lack of knowledge.

3.	 The awareness of the utopian position concerning time allows a human 
being to reside in the realm between invalidity and transcendence. This offers 
possibilities for orientations creating security in the present, while offering 
options to deal with the insecurity as normality.

4.	 Appreciating the immediateness as a mediated fact of the human being within 
the tension of immanence (I-relation) and expressivity (to step out of oneself 
and to rely on others to reflect on oneself) allows one to position oneself 
within the paradox of ‘Familiarity and Strangeness’ and within the tension of 
‘Self- and External-description’.

In conclusion, I state that this theoretical perspective – embedded in the viewpoint 
of European enlightenment – offers a chance to deal reflectively with the certainty 
of given uncertainty, because of the nature and culturality of being in the world, 
creating manmade risk beyond the danger that is a natural given. This is just one 
possible approach among others, grounded in German and European traditions of 
thought, which helps in understanding the chances and limitations of the human 
being living in a world, perceived as unmanageable, accelerated, and ambiguous. 

A summarizing overview on world society, the human being, and learning challenges 
is given in Table 1.
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Table 1: World society, learning challenges, and the human being

World society (Luhmann) Learning challenges 
(Scheunpflug)

Human being (Plessner)

Spatial Delimitation of the 
nation-state/society and 
glocalization

Openness and 
limitation

Eccentric position of physical and 
social body as well as categorical 
conjunctive 

Factual Complexity and 
contingency

Knowledge and lack of 
knowledge

Natural creation/creativity

Temporal Detemporalization and 
acceleration

Certitude and 
incertitude

Utopian location between 
invalidity and transcendence

Social Individualization and 
pluralization

Familiarity and 
strangeness

Mediated immediateness 
between immanence and 
expressivity 

Culture
The theoretical perspectives drawing on Luhmann and Plessner outlined raise 
questions concerning the underlying concept of culture, especially beyond the 
discourse of intercultural education, where culture is often reduced to national 
culture (Lang-Wojtasik, 2011: 241ff). It becomes clear that the concept of culture 
used is very much a functional one. I find the following expanded definition of 
culture to be useful in creating a basis for an innovative understanding of what is 
visible in the cultural discourse.

Culture is the entity of collective orientation pattern of a life-context (including 
material manifestations) used by human beings or groups of them to position 
oneself in the world.

(Nieke, 2008: 50–65)

This definition offers an opportunity to include national-cultural perspectives as well 
as perspectives that view culture from a societal or anthropological point of view. 

Against the background of system theory, starting from the perspective of a world 
society, culture can be described as a semantic remembrance and functional system 
of world society, one that is not congruent with national society (Luhmann, 1995; 
1997a; Lang-Wojtasik, 2013: 18ff). Culture in this understanding is functional in 
general (spatial) and allows for the possibility of observing and describing society 
from a multiplicity of perspectives (Lang-Wojtasik, 2013: 20). Culture is to be seen 
as a pool of themes (factual) to offer contingency breaks and legitimate decisions 
referring to culture as a mediating factor between interaction and language 
(Luhmann, 1995: 163). Culture is an optional societal memory and filter of temporal 
decision-making that allows human beings to deal inclusively with the perceivable 
openness concerning time. Culture, in this understanding, allows us to create options 
for certitude in spite of increasing incertitude. Finally, culture offers possibilities for 
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transcultural reference (Welsch, 2012) and multiple life concepts (social). It includes 
reference to the fact that we all have the equal right to be different. Starting from 
the human being, culture is a necessity for the individual concerning the collective 
(Plessner, 1928/2003; Lang-Wojtasik, 2013: 20ff). To further elaborate:

1.	 Culture is the frame of the possibility for an unfolding of community, and it is 
fundamental to the possibility of society.

2.	 The natural human being (that is, the biological fact of humanity) as person 
needs culture as created artefacts, to offer the probability of society. The 
human being has to deal with world-related subjects, created by him or 
herself or as the ‘products’ of others. 

3.	 The human being as a person needs a standpoint between invalidity and 
transcendence, appearing in the modus irrealis that is non-determinant 
as unreality against the present. This location can be viewed in the present 
only as a utopian project to create options that might be cultivated. This also 
creates the foundation to look out for orientation within the flow of time and 
to assess or to judge whether or not these options or choices are reasonable.

4.	 Enculturation is possible in the encounter with oneself and between oneself 
and others. It occurs in the tension of immanence and expressivity (mediated 
immediateness) as well as in the process of immanence-expressivity with 
others.

Summarizing this in tabular form below (Table 2), and relating it to Scheunpflug’s 
learning challenges, we see the following: 

Table 2: Learning challenges and culture

Learning challenges 
(Scheunpflug)

Functionality of culture 
(Luhmann)

Functionality of culture  
(Plessner)

Spatial Openness and 
limitation

Generalized functionality 
and multi-perspectivity of 
culture

Culture and society/
community

Factual Knowledge and lack of 
knowledge

Culture as a thematic pool Culture and nature

Temporal Certitude and 
incertitude

Culture as societal memory 
and filter of decision

Cultivation

Social Familiarity and 
strangeness

Transcultural references and 
multiple life-concepts

Enculturation
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Global learning, education, and change

Concepts and focus of global learning
Looking at existing concepts of global learning (Lang-Wojtasik and Klemm, 2012), we 
see educational offers dealing with the ‘limits of growth’ and necessary ‘sustainable 
revolution’ in a global context focusing on the hope for awareness-raising and 
change (Lang-Wojtasik, 2010). The main idea behind all this can be found already 
in the suggestions of Immanuel Kant and his vision of cosmopolitism (Scheunpflug, 
2008; Treml, 1996). The focused questions underlying this are: ‘what role should 
the human being play to create the world in a human way, what is the meaning of 
education, and what are the possibilities and necessities within education that may 
be used within the existing potential’ (Lang-Wojtasik, 2010: 116). 

Global learning is defined as an educational response to the realities of world society, 
starting with the description of given facts and connections as learning challenges 
(Scheunpflug and Schröck, 2000). It includes looking beyond assumed normative 
beliefs (Bühler, 1996). Global learning is, in this view, argued as having an educational 
meaning for everyone because of its being part of lifelong learning processes and 
being linked to various given concepts – that is, development education, sustainable 
development, and citizenship education (Bourn, 2001) – now also being discussed 
under the term world citizenship education (Bourn, 2008). Concepts of global 
perspective can be summed up as interdependence, citizenship/stewardship, 
diversity, sustainable development, social justice, values and perceptions, and 
human rights (Bourn, 2001: 332f). 

From a slightly different perspective, global learning can be understood to relate to 
four interconnected fields – under the umbrella of sustainability and international 
justice. These are: development, interculturality, environment, and peace 
(Scheunpflug and Schröck, 2000). All of these fields have their own traditions and 
educational concepts. So it is definitely a challenge to clarify what is the umbrella and 
what are the pillars of the understanding. Though global learning arises from a variety 
of settings, some of which are situated outside the formal system of education, there 
is also growing debate regarding how to link the field more to the current education 
policy discourse (Wegimont, 2013). This has been mainly associated with a focus 
on competencies (Lang-Wojtasik and Scheunpflug, 2005). In the German context, 
a four-year policy-building process between the Ministries of Education of the 
Länder and the German Ministry for Economic Development and Cooperation led 
to the creation of an agreed orientation framework. This framework links the debates 
of global learning to the discourse of competencies and offers a threefold set of 
competence areas – recognize, review, act (BMZ/InWEnt/ISB/KMK, 2007). This paper 
is helpful in outlining systematic connections between long-standing discourses 
and the necessary innovations in schools. Although the underlying understanding 
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of competence is often limited to cognitive aspects (Weinert, 2001), it is helpful in 
creating new opportunities to deploy an understanding of competencies in the field 
of global learning going back to the roots of education theory (Roth, 1971). That 
means focusing on the rationality of the human being beyond measurable cognitive 
achievements and linking this to self, factual, and social competences (ibid.: 180). 
Against this background, it could be helpful to find out how societal participation 
could be created and interlinked abilities of creation could be made possible.

While the aforementioned approaches to global learning have many different 
nuances, and differ widely in terms of, say, models of education and of social change, 
local and global, what they have in common is a clear link between educational 
processes and social change in the world, and an assumption that these educational 
processes will, somehow, lead to change in a particular direction. 

In summary, we see that the understanding of global learning assumes an engagement 
with social change, based on hope for change through education against the horizon 
of sustainability and international justice, which are necessary from a political and 
educational point of view but which remain unreflected in regard to actual feasibility.

Learning options, in a meta-theoretical framework
Looking at the situation of the world, the known necessities of change and the 
limitations of action, we have to ask how we can motivate people to reflect on societal 
issues and on associated action. This means that we must also ask what kind of 
offers are needed educationally in order to provide the information and knowledge 
that people need, and in order to provide them with possibilities for them to create 
change – knowing that neither society, nor the human being, is determinable.

I myself propose that a human future of the planet is possible only with joint 
cooperation between the global North and South, that an understanding 
of development beyond economy is necessary, and that prosperity without 
consumption is an alternative. It can also be argued that sharing is more feasible 
than owning in terms of innovative norms and values, that just distribution is a 
requirement as the gap between and within countries in terms of poor and rich 
is widening. Furthermore, it can be argued that education creates chances for 
constant change concerning rationality, that education for all should be the basis 
when thinking about opportunities for all on the planet, and that a detachment of 
development and education from economic criteria is a necessity when talking 
about a world society with a human face (Datta and Lang-Wojtasik, 2013; see also 
www.globaleducationfirst.org/). 

From a learning-theory point of view, the challenge can be focused on the limitations 
of incorporation of ‘a global perspective into the subject because of lack of confidence 

http://www.globaleducationfirst.org/
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and skills to address the complexity of development and global themes’, which is 
suggested as a research base for teachers to work on (Bourn, 2012: 6). So we have to 
be aware that working only on knowledge and its increase doesn’t make sense at all. 
The important question then becomes: how to reach the minds of people and help 
them reflect on their possibilities for action in a global horizon and cognizant of their 
role within the world of today? 

The underlying question of whether or not societal change is possible through 
education is not a new one within education theory (Treml, 2006a). It leads to 
challenges in clarifying at least four terms – society, improvement, development, 
education (Treml, 2006b: 22f). These are used often within related debates based 
on assumptions and underlying hopes on the basis of specific norms and values. 
Looking at the discourse of global learning, there are the two norms that appear to be 
accepted by most both in theory and in practice and which offer a feasible semantic 
horizon: global sustainability and justice. 

Taking account of the limitations outlined above, of the human being as homo 
absconditus and the associated non-disposability and non-determinability 
concerning the anthropological being (Plessner, 1969/2003), we can already assess 
possible challenges concerning education and learning. Looking at these from the 
perspective of system theory (Luhmann, 1995; 1997a), we can learn that education 
is basically confronted with a ‘technological deficit’ (Luhmann and Schorr, 1982): 
human beings can‘t be described as input–output machines. 

The challenge of rationality means that learners are free people with their own 
rational minds, capable of deciding for themselves what they wish to learn. So it is 
extremely difficult to set legitimate goals to be reached. There is also the challenge 
of causality, which means that teaching aims to get people to learn. At the same 
time it is their free decision to learn things other than those set goals, which can 
be described as side-effects and open the mind to the interconnectivity and multi-
levelled reality of teaching–learning processes. 

There is also the challenge of double contingency, which means that learners know 
about their liberty and about the liberty in the thinking of others, which is already part 
of the expectations within the communication processes of both the partners. Let us 
summarize: if educators want people to learn specific things, they can be sure that 
people might also learn the opposite. In terms of communication, this knowledge 
is present in the interactions and expectations of both the communication partners 
and the anticipated actions.

The position of homo absconditus (Plessner, 1928/2003) underlines the limitation of 
learning opportunities, and the position of technological deficit offers a chance to 
deconstruct educational hope.
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Consequences and reflective perspectives: proposing a model of 
reflexive difference learning
What might we learn from the ideas presented above? If it seems as though I am 
arguing against the possibility of education for change then this is certainly not the 
case. On the contrary! Rather, I contend that we need to think about the ‘why’ and 
‘how’ of global learning for change concerning justice and sustainability. I seek to 
offer meta-theoretical perspectives based on German and European traditions in 
education, sociology, and anthropology, to reflect on the challenges being visible 
when thinking about the possibilities and limitations of global learning within the 
semantics of change through education. It should be clear that the assumed links 
between education and change deal with a non-explicit understanding of culture as 
the engine of possibilities. 

In writing this I should also be clear that, in my view, in general, pedagogy without 
hope for change is useless. Hope for change is at the heart of all decent education. 
If this is so generally, it is especially so when it comes to education regarding 
sustainability and global justice. Most teachers know that good education is founded 
on hope and conviction, and that the possibility of action for change is at the heart of 
good education. In terms of global learning, we should be clear about differentiating 
societal descriptions concerning people from the anthropological possibilities of 
human beings in the world. This is necessary if we are to understand the opportunities 
made possible by the hoped-for learning processes as teaching results. Especially 
when we as teachers get the impression that we clearly know where the world should 
move, theoretical reflection might help in understanding why everything might be 
different in the end (Lang-Wojtasik, 2013). 

I believe that it is helpful to differentiate systematically between two understandings 
of the term reflexivity in the understanding that one is able to turn one’s back to the 
essence of its being in society (Rückwendung, as refers to oneself or society). The two 
meta-theories referred to in this article are based in the perspective of difference 
– being meaningful for educational reflections (Lang-Wojtasik, 2009; 2012). In the 
terminology of system theory (Luhmann 1995; 1997a), reflexivity can be understood 
as self-reference of society – within the unity of system–environment–difference – 
to describe the functionality of person and (world) society. In the terminology of 
philosophical-anthropological theory (Plessner, 1928/2003), reflexivity is understood 
as self-reflection to mark functional relations between the human being in its unity 
of the difference of physical and social body towards the world.

Linking this to educative reflexivity, we can state that within system theory a general 
inclusion of person is supposed to be possible through functional systems, which can 
be observed to be self-referential. Concerning learning processes, this is to be seen 
mainly in the education system and the school as its organizational differentiation, 
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proving its ability to deal with the manifold variations of world society (Lang-
Wojtasik, 2008). Concerning self-reflexivity, it is the ability of the human being 
within the world that is important: being able to think about one’s positioning as the 
difference of the physical and social body in an eccentric way and observe available 
connection opportunities to the specific educational environment, that is, offering 
options for social change. 

From this perspective, then, we might focus on the relationship between educational 
goals and reflexive difference learning (Lang-Wojtasik, 2011: 248ff), again using the 
fourfold systematization above, building on previous insights. 

In a spatial perspective, institutional places of learning would be characterized as 
offering space for a limited glocal abstraction, with a self-referential link between 
global and local as the basis of observation. At present they seem to operate within this 
framework. The given generalized functionality and multiple perspectives of culture 
create opportunities for self-reflexive processes, where the homo absconditus can 
position him or herself within multi-local life contexts concerning given possibilities. 
This is possible because of the eccentric position as a basis for self-reflection in the 
light of virtuality and concretion dealing with new media or global partnerships as 
part of exchange programmes in the here and now by means of selected themes and 
social contacts. 

In a factual perspective, culture as an assumed pool of themes offers the chance for 
manifold connection possibilities to learn about rationale selection and breakable 
contingency. The anthropological construct of natural creation/creativity of the 
human being offers an analytical possibility to reduce options of the world society 
through exemplary intercultural issues and to offer options for the human being 
in the world to understand the possible multiplied perspectives in relation to the 
individual and/or the collective through (material) manifestations. In terms of 
teaching and learning, it is an opportunity to deal with perspective change and 
contradictions as the basis for reflective processes.

Regarding the temporal dimension, the described location can offer ‘filtered’ 
decisions relative to its connectivity to world society. Taking this perspective, it is 
possible to ask anthropological questions about the conditions for possibilities of 
the temporal location of the human being. Culturalization describes the utopian 
location of the homo absconditus between invalidity and transcendence. In both 
meta-theoretical perspectives, the sustainable orientation concerning change 
and acceleration offers parallel connectivities between past and future, thereby 
creating constancy. To realize this it seems important to use the possible chances 
of intergenerational snapshots in the here and now; that is, reflected interaction 
between people from different age groups to learn about various temporal links 
concerning values, norms, and aims. The utopian position of the human being offers 
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a prominent chance for reflection concerning the continuously innovating unclarity 
of a variation-manifold world society. 

In a social perspective, the growing ‘individual plurality’ presents a challenge to any 
assumption that we can understand culture from a merely national viewpoint. Taking 
this beyond monocultural understandings, it means talking about transcultural 
links and multiplied life contexts. On this basis, one can take cooperative plurality 
as a given option regarding heterogeneity and diversity as normality. It includes 
the equal otherness of everyone as the basis of community and society. To do so, 
it is important to focus on the mediated immediateness of the human being – that 
is, in what way can immanence and expressivity be balanced in the context of 
the reflected unity of physical–social–body difference? It is meaningful to try for 
cordial appraisal and empathy for the individual in its entity being part of a variable 
collective. Possible options can be seen in constructive shapes of communication 
and dealing with conflicts as normality – to be tried especially in the field of non-
violent communication.

Building, then, on the meta-theoretical perspectives outlined above, and also 
referring to the application of Scheunpflug, Table 3 summarizes these positions, 
and goes beyond them, to propose a fourfold model of reflexive difference learning: 
reflecting understandings of society and of the human being that provide reflective 
possibilities for social change and change through education. 

In conclusion, I opt for innovative approaches in global learning and connected 
concepts starting from a reflexive difference learning – embedded in the difference 
theories of Luhmann (system and environment) and Plessner (physical and social 
body) – a model that might open windows for reflecting about the paradoxes of 
world society and homo absconditus in its relevance for education. 

The described paradoxes of world society help us understand the global dimension 
as interlinked to local development. This theoretical perspective offers a deeply 
focused comprehension of connections within present society – as a societal 
framework for semantics in global learning. The anthropological figure of homo 
absconditus informs about the necessity of culture concerning the human being 
within the world with others – opening options for learning and creation/creativity. 
The two meta-theories confront the discourse on global learning in offering options 
to deal with the underlying complexity being addressed within semantics of hoped-
for change. This might help us to understand the limitations and chances of societal 
change as the general hope of global learning and the possibilities of change through 
educative approaches. This invites us to clarify our understanding of underlying 
norms as important features for any education process, as limited starting points for 
new approaches.



Gregor Lang-Wojtasik

70 ■ International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 6(1) 2014

Ta
b

le
 3

: W
o

rl
d

 s
o

ci
et

y,
 t

h
e 

h
u

m
an

 b
ei

n
g

, c
u

lt
u

re
, a

n
d

 g
lo

b
al

 le
ar

n
in

g
: t

ow
ar

d
s 

a 
m

o
d

el
 o

f 
re

fl
ex

iv
e 

d
iff

er
en

ce
 

le
ar

n
in

g
 

W
o

rl
d

 s
o

ci
et

y 
(L

u
h

m
an

n
)

L
ea

rn
in

g
 

ch
al

le
n

g
es

 
(S

ch
eu

n
p

fl
u

g
)

Fu
n

ct
io

n
al

it
y 

o
f 

cu
ltu

re
 (

L
u

h
m

an
n

)
H

u
m

an
 b

ei
n

g
 

(P
le

ss
n

er
)

Fu
n

ct
io

n
al

it
y 

o
f 

cu
ltu

re
 (

P
le

ss
n

er
)

R
efl

ex
iv

e 
d

iff
er

en
ce

-l
ea

rn
in

g
 o

f 
so

ci
et

y 
an

d
 t

h
e 

h
u

m
an

 b
ei

n
g

S
el

f-
re

fe
re

nt
ia

lit
y

S
el

f-
re

fle
ct

io
n

Spatial

D
el

im
ita

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
na

tio
n-

st
at

e/
so

ci
et

y 
an

d 
gl

oc
al

iz
at

io
n

O
pe

nn
es

s 
an

d 
lim

ita
tio

n
G

en
er

al
iz

ed
 

fu
nc

tio
na

lit
y 

an
d 

m
ul

ti-
pe

rs
pe

ct
iv

ity
 

of
 c

ul
tu

re

E
cc

en
tr

ic
 

po
si

tio
n 

of
 

ph
ys

ic
al

 a
nd

 
so

ci
al

 b
od

y 
an

d 
ca

te
go

ric
al

 
co

nj
un

ct
iv

e 

C
ul

tu
re

 a
nd

 s
oc

ie
ty

/
co

m
m

un
ity

Li
m

ite
d 

gl
oc

al
 

ab
st

ra
ct

io
n

M
ul

ti-
lo

ca
l l

ife
-w

or
ld

 
or

ie
nt

at
io

n

Factual

C
om

pl
ex

ity
 a

nd
 

co
nt

in
ge

nc
y

K
no

w
le

dg
e 

an
d 

la
ck

 
of

 k
no

w
le

dg
e

C
ul

tu
re

 a
s 

a 
th

em
at

ic
 p

oo
l

N
at

ur
al

 
ar

tifi
ci

al
ity

 
(c

re
at

io
n/

cr
ea

tiv
ity

)

C
ul

tu
re

 a
nd

 n
at

ur
e

E
xe

m
pl

ar
y 

in
te

rc
ul

tu
ra

l i
ss

ue
s

(M
at

er
ia

l) 
m

an
ife

st
at

io
ns

 w
ith

in
 

m
ul

ti-
pe

rs
pe

ct
iv

ity

Temporal

D
et

em
po

ra
liz

at
io

n 
an

d 
ac

ce
le

ra
tio

n
C

er
tit

ud
e 

an
d 

in
ce

rt
itu

de
C

ul
tu

re
 a

s 
so

ci
et

al
 

m
em

or
y 

an
d 

fil
te

r 
of

 d
ec

is
io

n

U
to

pi
an

 
st

an
dp

oi
nt

 
be

tw
ee

n 
in

va
lid

ity
 a

nd
 

tr
an

sc
en

de
nc

e

C
ul

tiv
at

io
n

S
us

ta
in

ab
le

 
or

ie
nt

at
io

n 
by

 
sn

ap
sh

ot
s 

at
 

pr
es

en
t

In
te

rg
en

er
at

io
na

l 
sn

ap
sh

ot
s 

at
 p

re
se

nt

Social

In
di

vi
du

al
iz

at
io

n 
an

d 
pl

ur
al

iz
at

io
n

Fa
m

ili
ar

ity
 a

nd
 

st
ra

ng
en

es
s

Tr
an

sc
ul

tu
ra

l 
re

fe
re

nc
es

 a
nd

 
m

ul
tip

le
 li

fe
-

co
nc

ep
ts

M
ed

ia
te

d 
im

m
ed

ia
te

-
ne

ss
 b

et
w

ee
n 

im
m

an
en

ce
 a

nd
 

ex
pr

es
si

vi
ty

 

E
nc

ul
tu

ra
tio

n
C

oo
pe

ra
tiv

e 
pl

ur
al

ity
A

pp
ra

is
al

 a
nd

 
em

pa
th

y 
of

 in
di

vi
du

al
 

w
ith

in
 c

ol
le

ct
iv

e



World Society and the Human Being

International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 6(1) 2014 ■ 71

Dr Gregor Lang-Wojtasik is Professor of Educational Science (education of difference) 
at the University of Education, Weingarten. His research areas include: international 
and intercultural comparative educational science (global learning, school in relation 
to globalization, intercultural education, education of difference) and research in 
school development (basic education and school theory). 

Contact details: langwojtasik@ph-weingarten.de

Note
1 This article is based on a reworked version of a paper given at Kyoto University of Education in March 
2013. I convey thanks to my friend and colleague Liam Wegimont for our discussions on global learning and 
the English language, and for commenting on an earlier draft of this paper. I also want to thank the peer 
reviewers for their critical feedback on an earlier draft.

References
Beck, U. (2008) Weltrisikogesellschaft. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp. [World-risk society]

BMZ/InWEnt/ISB/KMK (eds) (2007) Orientierungsrahmen für den Lernbereich Globale Entwicklung im 
Rahmen einer Bildung für nachhaltige Entwicklung. Bonn. [Orientation frame for the domain of global 
development within the frame of education for sustainable development]

Bourn, D. (2001) ‘Global perspectives in lifelong learning’. Research in Post-Compulsory Education, 6 (3), 
325–38.

— (2008) ‘Introduction’. In D. Bourn (ed.), Development Education: Debates and dialogue. London: Institute 
of Education, University of London, 1–17.

— (2012) Global Learning and Subject Knowledge. London: Development Education Research Centre.

Bühler, H. (1996) Perspektivenwechsel? – unterwegs zu ‘globalem Lernen’. Frankfurt: IKO. [Perspective-
change? On the way to ‘global learning’]

Castells, M. (1996) Information Age I: Economy, society and culture. The Rise of the Network Society. 
Cambridge/Oxford: Wiley Blackwell.

— (1997) Information Age II: Economy, society and culture. Power of Identity. Cambridge/Oxford: Wiley 
Blackwell.

Datta, A. (2013) Armutszeugnis. Warum heute mehr Menschen hungern als vor 20 Jahren. München: 
Deutscher Taschenbuch Verlag. [Poverty certificate. Why more people starve today compared to 20 years 
ago]

Datta, A. and Lang-Wojtasik, G. (2013) ‘Wozu Bildung im Jahre 2050?’ Zeitschrift für internationale 
Bildungsforschung und Entwicklungspädagogik, 36 (3), 4–10. [Education for what in 2050?]

Dussel, E. (1996) The Underside of Modernity: Apel, Ricoeur, Rorty, Taylor and the philosophy of liberation. 
New Jersey: Humanities Press.

Fuchs-Heinritz, W., Lautmann, R., Rammstedt, O., and Wienold, H. (eds) (1995) Lexikon zur Soziologie, 3rd 
edn. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag. [Encyclopedia on sociology]

GENE (2012) ‘The Hague Conclusions on Global Education to 2020’. Online. www.gene.eu (accessed 1 
February 2013).

Kammerl, R. (2012) ‘Medienpädagogik und Mediendidaktik in globaler Perspektive’. In G. Lang-Wojtasik 
and U. Klemm (eds), Handlexikon Globales Lernen. Münster/Ulm: Klemm & Oelschläger, 176–8. [Media 
education and media didactics]

http://www.gene.eu


Gregor Lang-Wojtasik

72 ■ International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 6(1) 2014

Lang-Wojtasik, G. (2001) Bildung für alle! Bildung für alle? Zur Theorie non-formaler Primarbildung am 
Beispiel Bangladesh und Indien. Hamburg: LIT. [Education for All! Education for All? Theory of non-formal 
primary education using the example of Bangladesh and India]

— (2008) Schule in der Weltgesellschaft. Herausforderungen und Perspektiven einer Schultheorie jenseits 
der Moderne. Weinheim/München: Juventa. [School concerning world society. Challenges and perspectives 
of school-theory beyond modernity]

— (2009) ‘Difference as a contribution to education theory and global learning from a German perspective: 
We should learn more about the cultures of foreign children’. International Journal for Development Education 
and Global Learning, 1 (3), 5–21.

— (2010) ‘Zukunft des Globalen Lernens’. In A. Datta (ed.), Zukunft der transkulturellen Bildung. Zukunft der 
Migration. Frankfurt: Brandes & Apsel, 115–30. [Future of global learning]

— (2011) ‘Interkulturelles Lernen in einer globalisierten Gesellschaft. Differenzpädagogische Anregungen am 
Beginn des 21. Jahrhunderts’. In M. Ruep (ed.), Bildungspolitische Trends und Perspektiven. Baltmannsweiler: 
Schneider/Zürich: Pestalozzianum, 237–57. [Intercultural learning within globalized society. Encouragements 
from a difference-educative perspective at the beginning of 21st century]

— (2012) ‘Pädagogik der Differenz’. In G. Lang-Wojtasik and U. Klemm (eds), Handlexikon Globales Lernen. 
Münster/Ulm: Klemm &Oelschläger, 205–09. [Education of difference]

— (2013) ‘Die Weltgesellschaft und der Mensch im Sozialen Wandel. Differenzpädagogische Überlegungen 
im Horizont von Systemtheorie und Philosophischer Anthropologie’. In S. Hornberg, C. Richter, and C. Rotter 
(eds), Erziehung und Bildung in der Weltgesellschaft. Münster/New York/Munich/Berlin: Waxmann, 13– 
34. [World society and human being concerning social change. Difference-educative considerations in the 
horizon of system theory and philosophical anthropology]

Lang-Wojtasik, G. and Klemm, U. (eds) (2012) Handlexikon Globales Lernen. Münster/Ulm: Klemm & 
Oelschläger. [Pocket encyclopedia: global learning]

Lang-Wojtasik, G. and Scheunpflug, A. (2005) ‘Kompetenzen Globalen Lernens’. Zeitschrift für internationale 
Bildungsforschung und Entwicklungspädagogik, 28 (2), 2–7. [Competences of global learning]

Luhmann, N. (1971) ‘Die Weltgesellschaft’. Archiv für Rechts- und Sozialphilosophie, 57, 1–35. [The world 
society]

— (1995) Social Systems. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

— (1997a) Die Gesellschaft der Gesellschaft. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp. [The society of society]

— (1997b) ‘Globalisation or world society?: How to conceive of modern society’. International Review of 
Sociology, 7 (1), 67–81. Online. www.generation-online.org/p/fpluhmann2.htm (accessed 4 February 2013).

— (2005) ‘Inklusion und Exklusion’. In N. Luhmann, Soziologische Aufklärung 6. Die Soziologie und der 
Mensch, 2nd edn. Opladen: VS, 226–51. [Inclusion and Exclusion]

Luhmann, N. and Schorr, K.E. (1982) ‘Das Technologieproblem der Erziehung und die Pädagogik’. In N. 
Luhmann and K.E. Schorr (eds), Zwischen Technologie und Selbstreferenz: Fragen an die Pädagogik. 
Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 11–40. [The technology-deficit of education and the role of pedagogy]

Meadows, D., Meadows, D., Randers, J., and Behrens III, W.W. (1972) The Limits to Growth: A report for the 
Club of Rome’s Project on the Predicament of Mankind. New York: Universe Book.

Nieke, W. (2008) Interkulturelle Erziehung und Bildung. Wertorientierungen im Alltag, 3rd edn. Wiesbaden: 
VS. [Intercultural education. Value-orientation in daily life]

O’Loughlin, E. and Wegimont, L. (2002) ‘Maastricht Global Education Declaration. European strategy 
framework for improving and increasing global education in Europe to the year 2015’. Online. www.coe.int/t/
dg4/nscentre/ge/GE-Guidelines/GEgs-app1.pdf (accessed 1 February 2013).

Plessner, H. (1928/2003) Die Stufen des Organischen und der Mensch. Einleitung in die philosophische 
Anthropologie. Collected Works IV. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp. [The levels of the organic and human being. 
Introduction to philosophical anthropology]

http://www.generation-online.org/p/fpluhmann2.htm
http://www.generation-online.org/p/fpluhmann2.htm
http://www.generation-online.org/p/fpluhmann2.htm
http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/nscentre/ge/GE-Guidelines/GEgs-app1.pdf
http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/nscentre/ge/GE-Guidelines/GEgs-app1.pdf


World Society and the Human Being

International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 6(1) 2014 ■ 73

— (1968/2003) ‘Der kategorische Konjunktiv. Ein Versuch über die Leidenschaft’. In H. Plessner, Conditio 
humana. Collected Works VIII. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 338–52. [The categorical conjunctive. An essay about 
passion]

— (1969/2003) ‘Homo absconditus’. In H. Plessner, Conditio humana. Collected Works VIII. Frankfurt: 
Suhrkamp, 353–66. 

— (1970) Laughing and Crying. A study of the limits of human behavior. Evanson: Northwestern University 
Press.

Randers, J. (2012) 2052. A Global Forecast for the Next Forty Years. A Report to the Club of Rome 
commemorating the 40th anniversary of The Limits of Growth. Vermont: Chelsea Green.

Robertson, R. (1998) ‘Glokalisierung: Homogenität und Heterogenität in Raum und Zeit’. In U. Beck (ed.), 
Perspektiven der Weltgesellschaft. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 192–220. [Glocalization. Homogeneity and 
heterogeneity within space and time]

Roth, H. (1971) Pädagogische Anthropologie. Vol. 2: Entwicklung und Erziehung. Hannover: Schroedel. 
[Educational anthropology]

Russell, P. (1992) Waking up in Time. Finding inner peace in times of accelerating change. Novato, CA: 
Origin Press.

Scheunpflug, A. (2003a) ‘Globalisierung als Bildungsherausforderung’. In J. Beillerot and Ch. Wulf (eds), 
Erziehungswissenschaftliche Zeitdiagnosen: Deutschland und Frankreich. European studies in education. 
Band 20. Münster/New York/Munich/Berlin: Waxmann, 262–78. [Globalization as an educative challenge]

— (2003b) Stichwort: Globalisierung und Erziehungswissenschaft. Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft, 
6 (2), 159–72. [Keyword: Globalization and educational science]

— (2008) ‘Why global learning and global education? An educational approach influenced by the perspectives 
of Immanuel Kant’. In D. Bourn (ed.), Development Education: Debates and dialogue. London: Institute of 
Education, University of London, 18–27.

— (2011) ‘Lehren angesichts der Entwicklung zur Weltgesellschaft’. In W. Sander and A. Scheunpflug (eds), 
Politische Bildung in der Weltgesellschaft. Bonn: BfPB, 204–15. [Teaching in the face of the development 
towards a world society]

Scheunpflug, A. and Schröck, N. (2000) Globales Lernen. Einführung in eine pädagogische Konzeption zur 
entwicklungsbezogenen Bildung. Stuttgart: Brot für die Welt. [Global learning. Introduction to a pedagogical 
concept of development-related education]

Treml, A.K. (1996) ‘Die Erziehung zum Weltbürger. Und was wir dabei von Comenius, Kant und Luhmann 
lernen können’. Zeitschrift für internationale Bildungsforschung und Entwicklungspädagogik, 19 (1), 2–8. 
[Education of world citizen. And what we can learn thereby from Comenius, Kant and Luhmann]

— (2000) Allgemeine Pädagogik. Grundlagen, Handlungsfelder und Perspektiven der Erziehung. Stuttgart/
Berlin/Cologne: Kohlhammer. [General education. Basics, spheres of activity and perspectives of education]

— (2006a) ‘Kann durch Erziehung die Gesellschaft verändert werden?’ Zeitschrift für internationale 
Bildungsforschung und Entwicklungspädagogik, 29 (1/2), 2–10. [Changing society through education?]

— (2006b) ‘Kann durch Erziehung die Gesellschaft verändert werden? Eine ideengeschichtliche und 
biographische Zwischenbilanz’. Zeitschrift für internationale Bildungsforschung und Entwicklungspädagogik, 
29 (1/2), 19–25. [Changing society through education? An interim result referring to history of ideas and 
biography]

Turkle, S. (2012) Alone Together: Why we expect more from technology and less from each other. New York: 
Basic Books. 

UNDP (1999) Globalization with a Human Face. New York: Oxford University Press.

Weinert, F.E. (2001) ‘Concept of competence: A conceptual clarification’. In D.S. Rychen and L.H. Salganik 
(eds), Defining and Selecting Key Competencies. Seattle: Hogrefe Verlag, 45–65.



Gregor Lang-Wojtasik

74 ■ International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 6(1) 2014

Wegimont, L. (2013) ‘Global education: Paradigm shifts, policy contexts and conceptual challenges’. In  N. 
Forghani-Arani, H. Hartmeyer, E. O’Loughlin, and L. Wegimont (eds), Global Education in Europe. Policy, 
practice and theoretical challenges. Münster/New York/Munich/Berlin: Waxmann, 195–207.

Welsch, W. (2012) ‘Transkulturalität und Bildung’. In G. Lang-Wojtasik and U. Klemm (eds), Handlexikon 
Globales Lernen. Münster/Ulm: Klemm & Oelschläger, 227–30. [Transculturality and education]


